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ductive investment vould be . helghuned
through enlarged demand and through re-
duced corporate tax rates which will inerease
aftertax profits. Apd: the production of
new machines and the building of new fac-
tories, offices, stores; ‘ald apartments would
further increase .consumer incontes im the
same Wy as would the. expnnded production
of cansumer gooda.

No industry as large as the comuuotlon
industry, as-vital end as closely linked to
the country's economic well-being, can aftord

to ignore  these very real implicaticns of
the Presidents tax p ogrum.. In the four
quarters ondh\g in the last qunrm ©f 1903,
owr rate of economic growth was. only a9
percent—compared with our entirs postwar
average of 3.4 pe-cent. If in 1964 we. wers
maerely to return to this poatwar average—
and we fully expect to do better than that—
then by the end of that year ws.could expect
businoess construction expenditures, should
they do no more than retain their present
perceniage of total output, 0 rise by roughly
around §2 to &3 billion over the
billlon. But should a new
investment atmasphere restore to b\uinm
conatruction the propartion of total output
it beld In the late fifties, then we might
expect expenditures to rise by more than
twice that amount.

Certainly in a period of accelerated eco-
nomic growth, which tha tax program is
designed to foster, indurtry will not find 1t
sufficlent to concentrate {ts Investment in
Dew equipment alone. For increased de-
mand for present products, and the Increased
profitability of expanding. present capital
investment for existing goods and processes,
would create a highly favorable gtmosphere
for new products and processes and the new
plants needed to produce them.

Industty is, of course, not the only or
even the largest market for the construc-
tion industry. But I think It is quite clear
that in your other markets as well a similar
proceas would occur. In 1962, for example,
8tate and local governments financed $11.3
btllon, or almost one-AAfth, of all construc-
tian acttvity. Yet many State snd local
government uniis have found it increasingly
difficult to finance, not only many new and
needed projects, but needed expansions of
present projects. New schools, new urban
renewal developments, greater matching
funds for highways. new roads, and jnany
other programs suffer hecause Stale and
local governments simply cannot find the
Tevenues necessary to support them. '™ :

The economic expansion we anticipate as
& result of the P esident's tax program offers
& genuine opportunity for a health increase
in Blate and local revenues Wo finance needed
pubiic construction without ralsing State
and Jooal tax rates. This must be of more
than passing importance to you {n view of
the increesing resistance to rises in State
and local tax rates and bond issues for con-
st:uction purpoees.

Within a few years, the proposed m pro-
gram will lift our gross national product
substantially over what it would otherwise
be., Assuming that this additional growth
would amount to $50 billion per annum,

then this would mean an increasa of 8 per-

cent, or $35 billlon, in tax revenues col-
lected by States and local units at present
eflcctive rates. The State of Michigan, for
instance, would realize $2.5 bllon as its
proportionate share of the gross national
product increase. Or should the induced
increase in gross national product reach only
a range of $30 billion, then this would mean
an Increase of over 8 percent, or $2 billion,
in State and local tax revenue. Michigan's
proportionate share would ba 8$1.5 billlon.
And throughout the coun the reoduction
in Pederal taxes, alang with greater pros-
perity and lower unemployment, would les-
sen the pressure on local and State budgets
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from welfare and reltef costs, Ieavlng more
money avallable foe other needs.

The polnt, I think, is. abundantly clear:
In the expanded economy which the Presi-
dent's tax program 15 fully capable of gen-
erating, the construction industry cannot
help but thrive. But let pje make it equally
clear that the proposed tax program that
can provide this stimulus’#s a program of
tax reform an well as rate reduction. Nor
should anyone decelve himself into belisving
that, without sny of the proposed reforms,
the tax program would be as effective as I
have described it. The President himself
has emphasized that of all the reforms the
largest and the most important is rate re-
duction itself. This, however, should not be
interpreted to suggest that the reforms are
merely something added ta the program as
an afterthought with no importance in and
of themselves. The reforms, I can assure
you, are an essential part of the overall
program.

Everyone agrees that the tax program
must Include, as its most {mportant ele~
ment, substantlal tax reduction and raté
reduction. But not everyone realizes that
the proposed reforms are vital--not only in
terms of equity, hardship relief, and o0~
nomic growth-—hut to the very achievement
of larger rate reductions than would he fis- -
cally responsihle without them. With the
reforins 1t is poesible to obtain rate cuts
of #13.6 billion, together with additional help
for the poor and aged which bring this fig-
ure well over $14 billion, at an prverall cost
of only $8.8 billion. The reforms—including
the gradual transition to a more current tax
payment basis for corporations—will, in
other words, offset more than $5 billlon—
well over a third—of the budgetary impact
of the most important part of the program,
the rate reductions and hardship relief. The
only way, therefore, to achieve the largest
possible rate cuts within the limits of fiscal
responsibility i to combine them with
base-broadening tax reforms.

I do not mean to suggest that the Con-
gress must acecpt the reforms In exactly the
size and shape proposed by President Ken-
nedy. As the Preaident himself has noted,
this is a matter for the ess to decide.
What I do mean 18 that every measure which
whittles away at those reforms must bé com-
pensated for in some fashion. If one tskes
part of that $5 billion offset, away, one must
run the risk of a greater budgetary Imipact
with the consequent fears of inflation that
this may well raise In sczne quarters. " Or
one has another alternative—one can whittle
away at the rates themselves, thus blunting
the overall thrust of the program by wesk-
ening its most essential part.

My point Is, in short, that the reforms
are an essentlal and integrated part of the
entire program. Any effort to remove them-—
1n part or entirely—is bound to have a price
of its own. Those who oppose the reforms,
whether they do so on grounds of principle
or because those reforms would interfere
with the benefits they would otherwise re-
ceive from the rate reductions, should re-
flect upon the alternatives be.(on they com-
mit themselves {rreparadly. They would look
beyond what the program means in terms of
dollars and cents tax cuts. They should look
beyond what the program would put in thetr
pocketbook this year, next year, or 1965, If
there is one thought I would llke to leave
with you today it is that you and, indeed.
anyone seriousiy concerned with the eco-
nomic welfare of this Nation should look
very carefully at the tax program in the light
of that welfare.

This program was not devised as a quick
shot {n the arm for a lagging economy. It
‘Was not devised as mere sadrenalin to help
us cope more readily with any dificulties in
the tmmediate road ahead. It was desvigned
for one purpose and one purposs slone— to
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ift our - scOnOMY onto another plane-—-a -
plane on which it can move forward more
conalstantly and more rapidly in the future
than it has been able to in the past.. This is
the only kind of eogaomy that would give ua
more jobs;" mobe saled, more income—and
more eonmucﬁpn—-no; only for next year or
far the next § yedrs, but for many years
an;lﬁscrb:m fbrm do:;.de- to coum..,

dustry snd af’ ourpooplo—-n
wedded tq the performance of ‘out

cnn 100k beyond our parochial and @
ing self-interests to the larger self-fntes
common to us all that the Presidenty
program L well designed to serve.

f‘/f Pigs: The Curtam Is !.ifﬁlg ;

. OF TEXAS
-IN THR HOUSR OF REPRESENTA'
- Monday, March 11, 1968 °

Mr. ALGER. Mr. 8peaker, the £
ing article from U.8. News & W )
port of March 18, 1963, “The ‘Bay.of
Plgs: The Curtain Is Lifting,” is
other story of the emecreing tmﬁ
U.B.backdown. }

The most disconcerting part, of.
is to learn so iong after the fack.
part the United States played:
learn it almost by happenstance: nﬂ;g
than to be forthrightly told by oux* 2.4
national leaders.

disaster adds to our knowledge of.
took place although we have not yet
tald the f@ll siory by the Presiden
those responsible. .
Under leaye to extend my
mclude thetrtlcle ln the.

i

er than alﬂclm admit. And US
was Feady t0 g0 on a moment”

More and more detafls are.
through thocurtdnofucrecyto oW
deeply Americans were involved lxl e 2
of Pigs Invagion of Cuba.

For 2 years, the official story in Washt
lngton has been that the attempt to dver
throw Fidel Castro tn 1961 was an all-Cubén -~ -
affalr, But it 1s clear now that uw:ymmi-a E
lcans took part in it, and that O )
were polsed, ready to join in. . &

USB. Navy jets, thelr identifying-
painted out, were lined up on airstripe at) ey -
West, Pa., within easy striking distavice of
t.he Bayuf?!p 'rhey nevergot m"w 3

A us ‘sireraft carrter, jets b{aa’“‘mr o
fHght deck, was on station near Ci :
American jets were in the alr almést m
stantly, patrolling just off the - lnvu!on
beaches.

American frogmen scouted the beachu in
advance of the attack, American combat vet-
erans flew B-26 bombers into the battle rone
and piioted piancs carrylng Cuban peara-
troopers who were dropped In advance of &
infantrymen. .

None of these moen were members of the
regular U8 Armed Porces, sithough several
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